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rescinded and, since the contract was void from the outset and the 
defendants' taking consequently tortious, the plaintiff could have sued 
in trover immediately without any demand. Thurston v. Blanchard, 
supra. Nor should the running of the statute he postponed until the 
discovery of the fraud, for it is generally held that the statute hegins 
to run as soon as the cause of action accrues, regardless of the plain- 
tiff's ignorance as to its existence. Lattin v. Gillette (1892) 95 Cal. 
317, 30 Pac. 545; Garrett v. Olford (1911) 152 Iowa 265, 132 IT. W. 
379. Hence, it is submitted that the principal case is correctly 
decided. 

Principal and Agent — Liability of Principal — Penal Statutes. — 
The, defendants through their superintendent mined coal from the 
plaintiff's land without his consent and converted it to their own use. 
The plaintiff claimed treble damages under the statute, Act of May 
8, 1876, P. L. 142, which allows such a penally against one knowingly 
committing the offense. It appeared that the superintendent had 
had knowledge, but not the defendants. Held, the liability of the 
defendants for treble damages was conditioned upon their having had 
actual knowledge. Matthews v. Bush (Pa. 1919) 105 Atl. 817. 

It is generally said that the knowledge of an agent acquired in 
the course of his employment is the knowledge of his principal. 
Huffcut, Agency (2nd ed.) §§ 141 et seq.; United States v. Bill (T>. 
C. 1914) 217 Fed. 841, aff'd. (C. 0. A. 1916) 234 Fed. 39. Also, the 
latter is civilly liable for torts committed by his agent or servant 
when acting in the principal's interest and within the scope of the 
actual or implied authority conferred, Huffcut, op. cit. §§ 148, 149; 
Palmeri v. Manhattan By. (1892) 133 N. T. 261, 30 3ST. E. 1001; 
cf. Seeber v. Oomm. Nat. Bank (C. C. 1897) 77 Fed. 957, but, with 
a few exceptions, is not criminally liable for acts done without actual, 
express or implied authority. Hipp v. State (Ind. 1839) 5 Blackf. 
149 ; Commonwealth v. Nichols (1845) 51 Mass. 259 ; 7 Columbia Law 
Rev. 59. Statutes imposing a penalty are quasi-criminal in that re- 
covery from the offender is allowed the aggrieved party, irrespective 
or in excess of his damage, rather as punishment to the former than 
as reparation to the latter, therefore they should be strictly construed 
and actual knowledge or intent required in order to hold the principal 
liable. Hall v. Norfolk & W. B. B. (1897) 44 W. Va. 36, 28 S. E. 
754; see Kreiter v. Nichols (1874) 28 Mich. 496. They are distin- 
guishable from statutes imposing so-called "penalties", in reality 
damages, for acts made tortious by the latter. Mass. Rev. Laws, 1902, 
c. 100, § 63; George v. Gobey (1880) 128 Mass. 289. Although the 
relationship of principal and agent or master and servant may be 
prima facie evidence of privity, this may be rebutted. Commonwealth 
v. Nichols, supra; see Verona Central Cheese Co. v. Murtaugh (1872) 
50 N". T. 314. Hence the principal case is in accord with sound rea- 
soning and with the weight of authority. Trustees etc. of Kingston 
v. Lehigh Valley Coal Co. (1913) 241 Pa. 481, 88 Atl. 768; Bhoads v. 
Quemahoning Coal Co. (1913) 238 Pa. 283, 86 Atl. 273; contra, Oak 
Bidge Coal Co. v. Bogers (1884) 108 Pa. 147. 



